The (b) sentence supposes that the table is short, whereas the (a) sentence does not imply that it is long.
[i] Presupposition is too strong a notion. I have used 'supposition' to convey the fact that the speaker holds certain assumptions. 398 2.2. Another criterion of markedness relevant to antonyms is that the unmarked member of an opposition can appear in more contexts than the marked term (Waugh, I982) . A third property is, therefore, that only the unmarked member of an antonym pair may appear in measure phrases of the form: Quantity Measure Adjective. Thus expressions like 5 feet tall and 8 years old are normal, but 5 feet short and 8 years young are odd.
Limitations on nominalization contexts can also be noted.
(4) The length of the table was 3 feet. is fully acceptable, but (5) The shortness of the table is 3 feet. is less so.
2.3. Another criterion of markedness which has been proposed is frequency. Greenberg (I966) and Zwicky (1978) mention that the unmarked member of an opposition is more frequent than the marked member. Although this may be true, I think that we can agree with Waugh (I982) that frequency cannot be part of the definition of markedness but rather follows from other principles. Since the unmarked member may occur in a wider range of contexts and will appear when the contrast is neutralized, it will also be more frequent.
A fourth general criterion of markedness is that if one term has an overt marker, it is the marked member (Greenberg, I966, and Zwicky, 1978).
Applied to antonyms, this means that if one member of an antonym pair has an affix added to the other member, it is the marked form with the additional material. Thus happy is unmarked, while unhappy is marked.
It may be peculiar to suggest the possibility that the unmarked form could have an affix attached to the marked form (i.e. that unhappy could be unmarked), since the additional material would seem to make something marked by definition. However, it is important to discover whether all the predicated properties go together or whether one member of an antonym pair is unmarked with respect to one criterion but marked with respect to another. 2.5. There are several other properties which are special to antonyms and are not general properties of markedness found in morphology, phonology, etc.
Among antonyms proportions and ratios can be used only with the unmarked member.
(6) (a) John is thalf as tall as Bill.
(b) *Sally is twice as short as Sue.
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In looking at the evaluative or connotative 'meaning', the unmarked member has a positive connotation and the marked member has a negative 399 one. Thus happy, clean and friendly, which come out as unmarked according to the criteria listed above, have favourable connotations, while their antonyms, sad, dirty and unfriendly have negative connotations.
Unmarked members of an antonym pair denote more of a quality, while the marked member denotes less. According to the previous criteria, big, tall, heavy and old are unmarked and indeed these terms denote more size, height, weight and age than their corresponding antonyms small, short, light and young.
There may be asymmetries in entailments.
The chicken is worse than the steak entails
The steak is better than the chicken but the reverse entailment does not hold if both the steak and chicken are good. (At least, this inference is misleading.) Or consider the following:
(7) (a) The steak is better than the chicken, but both are bad.
(b) *The chicken is worse than the steak, but both are good. Table i summarizes the predicted markedness properties of antonyms. Before looking at the data, let me make some caveats. First, judgments among groups of speakers are highly variable, and within each individual I Neutralization of an opposition in questions by unmarked member. II Neutralization of an opposition in nominalizations by unmarked member. III Only the unmarked member appears in measure phrases of the form Amount Measure Adjective (e.g. three feet tall). IV If one member of the pair consists of an affix added to the antonym, the affix form is marked. V Ratios can be used only with the unmarked member (e.g.
Twice as old). VI The unmarked member is evaluatively positive; the marked is negative. VII The unmarked member denotes more of a quality; the marked denotes less. VIII If there are asymmetrical entailments, the unmarked member is less likely to be 'biased' or 'committed'. Cf. A is better than B. A and B could be bad. B is worse than A. B must be bad, and A may be as well. there is inconsistency. Writers on antonymy frequently preface their list of good and bad sentences with comments such as 'The following reflect my own idiolect.' This is apparently a warning to the effect that uniform judgments cannot be expected. I frequently disagree with those judgments. Moreover, as I was making judgments on expressions containing the words in my antonymy list, I often changed my mind. Barbara Hollenbach, a research associate in linguistics who also evaluated the words with respect to many of these properties, experienced the same inconsistency.
Secondly, the judgments about words in neutral sentences are easily overridden by pragmatic factors. This is especially true for affective or connotative meaning. I will have many cases where pragmatic principles override judgments.
EVALUATION OF THE PROPERTIES
In this section I will go through the predictions, examining them in the light of my own database, and drawing on others' observations as well. I have selected just over 150 pairs of antonyms, including most of those that other investigators have used in their own lists. Some involve a word with more than one possible antonym, such as happy-sad, happy-unhappy, therefore a word may appear in more than one pair. In some cases, matching up antonyms is non-trivial. For example, when there is a cluster of partial synonyms dumb, stupid, unintelligent opposed to smart, clever, intelligent, it is not always obvious how to make the matches. The properties are arranged in terms of their relatedness to each other. 3. I. The first property is that in questions the unmarked member may appear without any supposition, that is, the contrast is neutralized. To make this a fair test, we have to pick neutral nouns. Some nouns are inherently marked for a quality, in which case an associated adjective sounds normal ( Klooster (1972) distinguishes between objective gradables (like heavy or old) for which there are standard measures and subjective gradables (like beautiful or pleasant) for which there is none. He says that no subjective gradable may be used in a neutral sense. My sample (according to my intuitions), however, does not bear this out. There are many gradables for which there is no measurement system, but none the less these adjectives are neutral in questions: interesting, generous, good, ambitious,friendly, kind, and many more. For example, sentences like How good/interesting was the film? How friendly/kind/ambitious are the Australians? are (relatively) neutral, but there is no measurement system for the properties in question.
Since this property -neutralization of the unmarked member in questionsis the most general, I shall use it as the 'defining' features for the other correlations. If I refer to the unmarked member, I mean the one used in neutral questions. 3.2. Before attempting to give an explanation for a few of the 'doubly marked' pairs, that is, antonymy pairs in which neither member is neutral in questions, let me mention a second property, since Cruse has predicted that it should correlate with unmarked questions. This has to do with entailments and their bidirectionality.
If you say X is A-er than Y does it follow that X is A? This is a problem that plagued the early transformational grammarians, who wanted to derive a sentence like (9) Joan is more beautiful than Sandra.
from Joan is beautiful, Sandra is beautiful, plus some other structure. However, if we replace beautiful with tall, as in Joan is taller than Sandra, the entailment fails.
Cruse has proposed the term 'committed' for those antonym pairs where reversability of comparatives is impossible, and where the comparative entails It is rather tempting and speculative to appeal to a notion of semantic space, where we can specify how much of a scale and what part of it are named by a term, but there is an obvious danger of circularity, e.g. saying that rich must name only half of the positive side because it is biased, and is not neutral in questions.
I have carried out some preliminary investigations with the help of Tom Larson, asking subjects to judge the part of the antonym scale that is covered by a word. Subjects were presented with stimuli such as the following: 54321012345 excellent terrible 405 Subjects were to draw a line through the number to show how far from the middle of the antonym scale something must be to be excellent or terrible. Respondents judged the following words to name the outer part of the relevant scale, where 'outer' is defined operationally as 3 or more on the 5-point scale:fat, aggressive, barren,ferocious, pretty, rich, hot. In fact, all of the terms in L,ist i which were included in the pilot study were judged to belong to the outer part of the scale. However, the number of subjects is too small to be significant, and moreover, since some subjects tended to place most items away from the middle, but others placed relatively few there, some sort of standardization metric would be desirable. I will return to this problem later in the paper, while discussing quantity. 3.3. A third predicted property of antonyms is that the opposition is neutralized in nominal forms which are morphologically related to the unmarked member. There are actually a whole cluster of issues to be examined when we look at nominals. In the following sentences, a nominal which is morphologically related to the adjective is possible in a measure phrase, but the opposition is not neutralized.
(28) (a) The warmth of the water is I 'C.
(b) The heat of the water is 33 'F.
Since neither warm nor hot is neutral in questions, we would not expect the related nominals to be either. Turning now to non-measure constructions, whether a nominalization neutralizes an opposition depends on the sentence frame. I have selected the following frames as being relatively neutral.
(29) (a) I reported to him on NP.
(b) The NP was reported to me.
All of the adjective which are marked in questions are marked (non-neutral) in these frames.
(30) I reported to him on the shallowness of the water.
We understand that the water is shallow.
(3i) The stupidity of the children was reported to me.
We assume that the children are stupid. However, most of the adjectives which are unmarked in questions are NOT neutral in these frames. The latter might be used when the hearer knows or does not care whether the water was hot. The only relevant information is that John was told something.
We might also consider the effects of the phonological similarity of adjective and related nominals. A phrase like the friendliness of the people almost certainly causes the hearer to think of friendly, and while a typical mature adult speaker-hearer knows that wide is related to width perhaps one can process width without being forced to think of wide. In other words, perhaps the vowel alteration between the adjectives in (26) and their corresponding nominals plays a minor role in the neutralization.
The relatively few nominalizations in which the opposition is neutralized in the test frames above are depth, width, height, breadth, strength and thickness. In other cases, it is perhaps more a matter of degree of neutralization rather than a sharp dichotomy between neutral and non-neutral. But the following are possible candidates for relative neutrality,5 and the following sentence in parentheses is not supposed to evoke surprise. In correlating the marked member with evaluative connotation, about two-fifths were evaluatively neutral, the rest were negative. We do not find complete symmetry. One member of a pair might be neutral and the other either positive or negative. For example, in fat-thin, I judge fat as negative and thin as neutral (at least in some contexts), and I judge sturdy and valuable as positive but fragile and cheap as neutral, again subject to contextual factors. 3.5. A fifth prediction is that if one form consists of an overt marker, added to the other form, it will be the marked form. Givon (1978) suggests that there may be a long cultural lag between the emergence of a measuring system and the use of a term in such measure phrases. 'Precise quantification and measure phrases may be an extension of some subcomponent of a culture long before they are present in the semantic structure of quality adjectives' (822). Hence loudness, light, intensity, energy, are not modified in this way (822).
To examine the actual productivity of these constructions, a questionnaire with sentences involving these newer concepts (e.g. ten decibels loud) was sent to a group of physicists and to a group of linguists. I hypothesized that the physicists would find such constructions more acceptable than would the linguists, since the former would be more familiar with the measures, but in fact the physicists were more conservative in theirjudgments than the linguists. The results are presented in Appendix I.
The restriction of constructions of the Measure Quantity Adjective sort can perhaps be explained in terms of the Gricean maxim: 'Be brief. Avoid unnecessary prolixity'. For most measures the relevant thing being measured is already incorporated into the meaning of the word. Degree implies temperature, lumen implies brightness, decibel implies loudness, and kilo implies weight. Most of the adjectives that do occur in this construction are those that use the same measurement system, namely linear measures:' (42) Io feet wide (deep, tall, high, long, broad). If this meaning is intended, the too may be omitted.
(49) The board was supposed to be 8 feet long, but it was i foot short (i.e. 7 feet) (Bolinger, 1977) 3.7. Related to the property of measure phrases is that of whether these terms can occur in expressions such as twice as X or half as X. It is predicted that only the unmarked member of a pair can occur. are interpretable in some non-literal (or at least some mathematical) way, for example: (55) A is X-er than B and C is very much more X. About one-quarter of the antonym pairs have ratio scales (and therefore measurement systems). Most of these permit twice as with the form used in unmarked questions, but not with the marked form. The expl.2nation follows rather directly from the semantic structure. The zero point or endpoint of the measurement scale does not coincide with the midpoint or mid-interval of the antonym scale. Graphically, using long and short as examples, the zero point for length is no extension whatsoever, but that is not the dividing line between long and short. 0 1 23 4 5 6 7 8 etc.
short M long Hence there is a conflict over where the zero belongs. Now if we can make the two scales coincide, interpretation becomes easy. In isolation, twice as cheap is puzzling to me. Suppose that the normal price for a coat is $ioo. Store A has a sale on coats and the price is $90, which we agree is cheap. If store B sells an identical coat for $8o, then the price at store B is twice as cheap. Or if I need a board IO metres long, and John brings me a board that is 9 metres long, while Fred brings me one that is 8 metres long, Fred's board is twice as short as John's. But that means 'twice too short' or 'twice as much too short'.9
[91 Some speakers interpret twice as cheap as equivalent to half as expensive. Greg Guy has pointed out (personal communication) that a sentence like Computers are now three times smaller and ten times cheaper than they used to be is rather easily interpreted to mean that computers are 1 the size and 1 the price. 4I5
Early and late, both of which allow modification with twice as are not a problem, because the norm can be set anywhere. There is no absolute zero. And Bolinger points out that when terms such as small, short, etc. are used metaphorically, the marked one can appear in proportions. The fact that the term used in unmarked questions is also the one denoting more of a quality is the case with those pairs referring to measurements -size, age, weight, etc. But this does not hold true for the whole set of antonym pairs. Cruse (ig80) has shown that there are many pairs where the marked member denotes more. Consider the pair clean-dirty. The quality involved is dirt, and dirty is more of it. Clean is the absence of that quality. Cruse calls this class of pairs gradable complementaries. From the terminology, I assume that the defining properties of this class are (i) that the words are gradable (like ordinary antonyms) and (2) they are complementaries -there is no middle interval where neither term applies (in contrast to antonyms), but only a midpoint. Some examples of gradable complementaries are clean-dirty, safe-dangerous, sober-drunk, pure-impure, accurate-inaccurate. Thus if X is not clean, it is dirty; if X is not dirty, it is clean. Nothing can be neither clean nor dirty, but rather in-between. My own judgements on the complementarity of such pairs do not always coincide with those of Cruse. For some pairs which he judges to be complementaries, I can find a mid-interval.
However, more interesting to the issue at hand is that of quantity. The term which is unmarked according to the question test (How X is it?) and evaluation, denotes the absence or lack of a quality. In other words, the unmarked member approaches zero and the marked member (according to other criteria) extends indefinitely. Let us return to clean and dirty. As I said, if something is clean there is an absence of dirt. One would not say of something dirty that it lacks the quality of cleanliness. The same is true of sober and drunk. When someone is sober, there is an absence of drunkenness (i.e. alcohol). It is not the case that when someone is drunk there is an absence of a positive property we call sobriety. (However, judgement differs on this point.)
According to Cruse, we should expect to find the following cluster of properties:
A. For gradable complementaries:
No mid-interval. Test: it is not acceptable to say X is neither A or B but in-between (where A and B are opposites).
2.
The neutralized member in questions and the evaluatively positive member denotes LESS of a quality. The end of the scale which approaches zero is the unmarked member of the pair of antonyms. B. For 'regular' antonyms:
i.
There is a middle interval, not just a 'cut'.
The neutralized member in questions denotes MORE of quality. The endpoint which approaches zero is named by the marked member. In my sample of antonym pairs I found 32 pairs which I judged to be complementaries (with no middle interval). Of those, 2I conformed to Cruse's predictions. List 7 gives the pairs of words that I do NOT consider to be complementaries, but where the marked member denotes more of a quality. 
418
Of course, where there is no measurement system, the interpretation must be non-literal and interpreted as 'more' or 'much more'. This correlation seems to hold, but in many cases I cannot decide if there is an endpoint or not. If a numerical measuring system has been or could be developed, e.g. to rate drivers as safe or dangerous, or to evaluate restaurants as clean or dirty, it would seem more natural to use a system of 'demerits' (which is equivalent to measuring the presence of the quality named by the marked member of the antonym pair). For measuring driving ability, for instance, many driver's tests give points for doing things wrong. Thus if driver A has io demerits and B has 20 demerits, we might say that B is twice as dangerous as A. (There may be some threshold level, however, so that 5 points off is still in the area of safe.)
Turning to the other antonyms, those which are not complementaries, it is predicted that the marked member is the absence of the unmarked, e.g. that shortness is the absence of length. (We have seen, however, that this property does not correlate perfectly with there being a middle interval, such that neither term applies.) Of the 8o + pairs, where the marked term could be characterized as the absence of the quality, only about a half seemed to have endpoints. Those with endpoints include those with measuring systems, but in many cases I found it hard to decide if there is an endpoint. Can something be so unripe or plain that nothing could be more unripe or plainer? Can someone be so powerless or unsociable that he couldn't be more so?
Before leaving the topic of quantity, it should be pointed out that not every pair of antonyms can be characterized such that one member of the pair denotes a quality and the antonym denotes the absence of that quality. In List 9 I have listed some of the pairs where it seems that each member implies the presence of some quality.
Consider beautiful and ugly, as applied to a garden or a park. A beautiful park has well-maintained trees, flowers, grass, and maybe some pieces of sculpture. (The exact application is pragmatic and subjective.) An ugly park Neither member of the pair denotes the absence of the other 419 does not merely lack these things but has qualities of its own -perhaps litter, broken glass, billboards, and rusted-out automobiles. This lengthy discussion on quantity shows that it is not a general property of antonyms that the unmarked member (according to other criteria) denotes more of a quality. There is a significant subgroup where the marked term denotes more. Cruse has called these 'gradable complementaries', but my sample suggests that complementarity is an independent parameter. And in other cases, both members of the pair have some contrasting qualities -it cannot be said that either one is the absence of the other.
3.9 Scalability and intensification. I will comment briefly on the scalability of the words in my sample and on the sample and on the kinds of intensifying modifiers they can take. Two syntactic/semantic tests I used were very and absolutely, to see if each of these intensifiers could modify each member of the antonym pair. Concerning very, since I was interested in gradable antonyms (and gradable complementaries), all the terms in my sample should be modifiable by very. In some cases, however, there is an asymmetry, so that one member of the pair allows very but the other does not. Another restriction is that very does not sound completely natural with adjectives that name the extreme part (or end) of a scale. Very large (big, good, bad, small) sound fine, but very excellent, huge, terrible, miniscule sound less good.
Absolutely and intensifiers such as completely, perfectly, utterly are appropriate for words at the extreme end but not good for words that name a half scale or the inner part of the scale from the middle, such as warm and cool. Absolutely marvellous, (spotless,filthy, awful, huge, minuscule) are much better than absolutely good, bad, large, small, dirty (Horn, I972: 115).
Where there is an asymmetry in the pair, we might expect that the member of the antonym pair that approaches zero would permit modification with absolutely, while the other member, with no endpoint, would not. In general there is a high correlation between using absolutely as a modifier and the adjective being one that approaches zero as a limit. Therefore, we can say absolutely clean (safe, quite, dark), more easily than absolutely dirty (dangerous, noisy, bright), where there does not seem to be a natural limit.
There are several classes of exception to this generalization. (i) For some of the core measure antonyms (small, light, short, etc.) zero is a theoretical limit, but if zero is reached, the quality does not apply at all. Absolutely small, short, light are unacceptable. (2) Absolutely is used in a 'quasi-technical' way to show that a certain criterial limit is reached. Absolutely crazy (mad, drunk, guilty, false) do not mean that the thing or person cannot be or have more of that quality, but that what it/he has suffices for being put in that class. If a theory is absolutely false, we do not mean that it could not be more false, only that, for our purposes, there is enough wrong with it so that we are not interested in further gradations of falsity. As I mentioned, since gradability was a criterion for inclusion in my sample, most pairs of words are modifiable by very. List IO presents the pairs which do not sound completely natural, although they can be processed by pragmatic strategies. When one hears very useless, one reasons that useless is being treated as gradable rather than categorical, comparable to very unique, very perfect. and superior-inferior are rather straightforward complementaries.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
We have looked at eight properties of markedness that have been predicted of antonyms. However, we see that markedness is not a general structural property of antonymy; rather it consists of a number of independent properties that are imperfectly correlated. However, none of these is in fact true of all antonym pairs. Neutralization of one member of the pair in questions is the commonest of the properties. Most of the statements can at best be taken as implicational; if one member of a pair exhibits property P, it will be the marked (or unmarked) member. for a formal account of the semantics.) General principles will predict that hot will never be unmarked in questions or nominalizations and that it will be committed (biased).
The deeper question -why this sort of information is worth studying and describing -has to do with the kinds of inference that hearers make. An example can be found in the neutralization of the uncommitted (unbiased) words in comparatives. X is taller (sweeter, narrower,friendlier) than Y would not imply that X is tall (sweet, narrow, friendly). Other entailments depend on the structure and type of antonym. In the case of complementaries, e.g. pure and impure, the sentence X is not impure entails X is pure. In the case of contraries, as with big and small, X is not big does not entail X is small.
Of course, given the subtlety of many of these judgments, we can expect considerable variation among speakers, and I would conjecture that some misunderstandings occur when the inferences which a hearer makes do not match up with those the speaker makes (and expects the hearer to make).
An even deeper question is: why do some antonym pairs (those which Bolinger has called 'core') have a special privilege in that they satisfy all of the predicted properties of markedness outlined at the beginning of the paper? Answers to this question might be facilitated by looking at antonym pairs in a wide variety of languages to see whether the same phenomena exist, and to see whether the same semantic oppositions are neutralized under similar conditions. At least we would find out whether such neutralization is universal. (Hale's work on Walbiri (1970) suggests that it may be widespread.)
Answers to the very deepest question remain the most elusive: why do markedness distinctions exist at all anywhere in language: in phonology and syntax as well as in semantics? Perhaps when this question is answered in a satisfactory way we will be able to predict better the conditions under which neutralization of an opposition will occur, and which items will be affected. 423 would be more likely to use the new constructions than others. For comparison, the questionnaire was sent to a group of linguists.
Respondents were asked to make one of three judgments: sounds normal, sounds odd, sounds outlandish. Some respondents, however, placed their judgments in between two of the categories.
Sixteen physicists and ten linguists responded, and the results are presented in Table 2 . (The order of sentence in the questionnaire was randomized and not that of the order of sentences in Table 2 .) The numbers in the left-hand column for each group of respondents are for those who judge the sentence normal, and the number after the + is for those who judge it between normal and odd.
It is interesting that the linguists found these sentences more acceptable than did the physicists. Table 3 Number of sentences (of possible 14) judged acceptable by each subject Table 3 shows the number of sentences judge to be normal or between normal and odd by the two groups. Except for one physicist who accepted 9 of the 14 sentences, all respondents accepted less than half. 
